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TOBACCO PENALTIES AND ACREAGE MEASUREMENTS 


TUESDAY, JUNE 25, 1957 


Houser or REPRESENTATIVES, 
Tosacco SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE 
CoMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE 
Washington, D. ©. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a. m., pursuant to notice, in room 1308, 
House Office Building, Hon. Watkins M. Abbitt (chairman of the 
subcommittee) presiding. 

Mr. Assitr. The subcommittee will be in order. 

We are meeting for the consideration of H. R. 699, by Mr. Jennings 
of Virginia. 

(Bill referred to follows:) 


(H. R. 699, 85th Cong., Ist sess.] 
A BILL To amend section 314 and section 374 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 314 (b) of the Agricultural Adjust- 
ment Act of 1938, as amended (7 U. S. C. 1314 (b) ), is amended by deleting the 
first two sentences thereof and inserting in lieu thereof the following: ‘“The Secre- 
tary shall require collection of the penalty upon a proportion of each lot of tobacco 
marketed from the farm equal to the proportion which the acreage of tobacco 
harvested on the farm in excess of the farm acreage allotment is of the acreage of 
tobacco harvested on the farm. All funds collected pursuant to this section 
shall be deposited in a special deposit account with the Treasurer of the United 
States until the end of the marketing year next succeeding that in which the funds 
are collected, and upon certification by the Secretary there shall be paid out of 
such special deposit account to persons designated by the Secretary the amount 
by which the penalty collected exceeds the amount of penalty required to be 
collected under this section.” 

Src. 2. Section 374 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended 
(7 U. 8. C. 1374) is amended by inserting in the first sentence of subsection (a) 
thereof after the comma following the word ‘“‘peanuts” the word “tobacco” and 
a comma. 


Mr. Assirt. We have several people here from the Department. 
We will be glad to hear from them together or one at a time or however 
you would like to present your remarks. 

Mr. Johnson, do you wish to proceed? 


STATEMENT OF JEFF D. JOHNSON, DEPUTY DIRECTOR, TOBACCO 
DIVISION; ACCOMPANIED BY WILLIAM MOSER, ASSISTANT 
CHIEF, PRODUCTION PROGRAMS BRANCH, CSS; AND FRANK 
ELLIS, CHIEF, TOBACCO MARKETING PROGRAM BRANCH, 
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Mr. Jounson. Mr. Chairman, this bill really does three things. 
It puts the penalty on a harvested basis; it puts.a lien on future crops; 
the other is 6 percent interest from the date that the penalty was in- 
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curred. If the penalty is not paid, if he bootlegs it or gets around it 
later, and we catch him, the 6 percent interest will be due. 

Mr. Exuis. We can supplement that by saying that the last two 
items are proposed additions, recommended additions, to the bill. 

Mr. Warts. What is this language, “all the funds collected pur- 
suant to this section’? Is that old language in the old bill? 
‘ Mr. Extts. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Warts. Where is the new language? 

Mr. Moser. The first two sentences of section 314 (b) are replaced. 

Mr. Warts (reading) : 

Is amended by deleting the first two sentences thereof and inserting in lieu thereof 
the following: “The Secretary shall require collection of the penalty upon a pro- 
portion of each lot of tobacco marketed from the farm equal to the proportion 


which the acreage of tobacco harvested on the farm in excess of the farm acreage 
allotment is of the acreage of the tobacco harvested on the farm.” 


That is the new language? 

Mr. Moser. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Warts. All the rest is the same language? 

Mr. Moser. It leaves intact the last sentence of the subsection. 

Mr. Warts. The last sentence is the sentence “all funds collected 
pursuant to this section’’? 

Mr. Moser. That is part of the new wording. The last sentence 
remaining in this subsection would read— 


such special deposit accounts shall be administered by the Secretary — 


and so forth. ' oe 

Mr. Warts. Is that in this bill? 

Mr. Mossrr. No, sir. That is left unchanged. 

Mr. Assirt. Read us the section as it is now. 

Mr. Moszr. This is section 314 (b): 

The Secretary shall require collection of the penalty upon a proportion of each 
lot of tobacco marketed from the farm equal to the proportion which the tobacco 
available for marketing from the farm in excess of the farm marketing quota is 
of the total amount of tobacco available for marketing from the farm if satis- 
factory proof is not furnished as to the disposition to be made of such excess 
tobacco prior to the marketing of any tobacco from the farm. All funds collected 

ursuant to this section shall be deposited in a special deposit account with the 
reasurer of the United States until the end of the marketing year next succeeding 
that in which the funds are collected and upon certification by the Secretary 
there shall be paid out of such special deposit account to persons designated by 
the Secretary the amount by which the penalty collected exceeds the amount of 
penalty due upon tobacco in excess of farm market. quota for any farm. 
The third and remaining sentence Be 

Mr. Exuis. Right there is the change. The old language is tied to 
the poundage available from the farm concept, and this language up- 
dates it to tie to penalty due based on the acreage harvested. 

Mr. Azssirr. Just for the record, so that anyone who does not know 
anything about tobacco harvesting can understand, I wonder if you 
can give us a brief summary of how the penalty is collected under the 
present law. ; 

Mr. Exuis. Under the present law, and under this proposed law, if 
a farmer has a 2-acre allotment and plants 4 acres, then 50 percent of 
each marketing is subject to the penalty, at 75 percent of the previous 
years average market price rate. 

Let us say that rate is 30 cents a pound. Then on every other 
pound he sells, as he sells it, if he sells 200 pounds, he is subject to a 
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penalty on 100 pounds at 30 cents a pound, or it figures the same way 
as 15 cents per pound on all of it. It is a proportionate collection, 
instead of site without any penalty up to a point and then starting 
the payment of penalty. This is the key element that made penalty 
collections possible and feasible on an acreage basis when we shifted 
from poundage to acreage. When we made the shift we did not clean 
up the language as we should have. That left a little fuzzy area here 
that is not of major significance, but it is a minor irritation and a minor 
administrative problem which does not contribute anything to the 
program in the sense of providing any relief for cases where a farm is 
unknowingly overplanted or something like that. It really gets at 
cases where a farmer decides he is going to go ahead and plant and 
harvest excess tobacco, and somewhere along the line, before he 
markets it, he changes his mind. This bill says he has to make up 
his mind before he harvests. 

Mr. Apnsirt. In other words, whatever he harvests in excess of his 
allotment he will have to pay a penalty on? 

Mr. Euuts. Pay a proportionate penalty. 

Mr. Assirr. Under the present law, he pays a penalty on what he 
actually sells. ; 

Mr. Exuis. We actually administer the present law this way except 
where we get in trouble, except where he changes his mind and comes 
back and wants to take some out of the barn, and then you have an 
administrative problem of determining that he has destroyed an 
equivalent amount of representative tobacco. 

Mr. Assirr. Under this, if this bill is enacted, he would actually 
have to pay a penalty on that part of the tobacco that he harvests in 
excess of his allotment, regardless. He could not change his mind 
after he put it in the barn. 

Mr. Warts. Did you conclude that you had the authority to do 
that without putting any language in the bill? 

Mr. Enis. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Warts. Do you agree with that, too? 

Mr. Moser. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Warts. The point with me was if I had excess tobacco, and 
your ASC office did not measure me, and I had no way of knowing it. 

Mr. Exits. Let me say for the record that this bill is not intended 
to deprive growers of that right, where the problem arises out of 
administrative delay or deficiency on the part of the Department in 
measuring the acreage. 

Mr. Warts. Let me ask you one other question. Where there is.a 
dispute over the measured acreage, and you know those things do 
occur, and we have to resort to surveys to settle it, would it also be 
your theory if the farmer went ahead and harvested the entire crop 
and if the dispute was later settled in his favor, you could not collect 
a penalty then, because there would be no excess. In the event there 
was a dispute, what would be your view as to whether or not he should 
be allowed to go ahead and harvest all the crop and destroy part of 
it out of the barn after the dispute was settled, or would that weaken 
your law? 

Mr. Ex.is. It is hard to answer again a hypothetical possibility. 
It would seem to me it would have to turn on the basis for the dispute 
and the apparent reason therefor. If a dispute were generated by a 
producer as a scheme or device, then we would not. 
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Mr. Warts. That is why I said the last would impede your enforce- 
ment. But in a bona fide dispute, I am assuming you would give 
some consideration. 

Mr. Exuis. Yes. 

Mr. Assirr. I believe you said you had some amendments, did 
you not? 

Mr. Exuts. Yes, sir. Those are the ones Mr. Johnson referred to 
as the second and third items in the Secretary’s letter of April 12, 
recommending enactment of the bill. In the same letter, the Sec- 
retary recommends the addition to the bill of two other items. 

Mr. Assirr. What do they do? 

Mr. Exuis. Let me say first that these are identical with language 
enacted into law in connection with the peanut quota program, and 
the Department feels that it would be a useful device in achieving the 
objective, which is to treat all growers fairly and equally. 

Mr. Ansirr. All (c) does is to add the interest, is that right? 

Mr. Exuis. That is right. 

Mr. Assirr. Six percent from the date the penalty comes due to the 
date of payment of such penalty. That is all (c) does, and that is 
exactly as in the peanut program now. 

Mr. Exuis. That is right. 

Mr. Assirr. And (d) makes a lien on the crop with respect to such 
penalty incurred. That (d) puts a lien on the crop regardless of who 
owns it, does it not? 

Mr. Exuis. It ties that down. It says “for payment of the penalty 
has an interest,”’ in the last clause, and it concerns the person. 

Mr. Warrs. The first part of (d) is already in the law, is it not? 

Mr. Exuts. No, sir. 

Mr. Warrs. I thought all you were adding was “subsequent crops.” 

Mr. Etuis. No, sir. 

Mr. Warts. You mean you do not have a lien on the crop at the 
present time? 

Mr. Euuis. No, sir. You have nothing until he markets it. 

Mr. Assirr. Where does the warehouseman fit in, if the producer 
brings it down and sells it, and you have asserted your lien? Does 
that put any liability on the warehouseman or the buyer? John Smith 
owns'a warehouse and X brings the tobacco and sells it before anything 
is said to Smith about it, and Smith pays him the money. If the 
Government has a lien on it, could they come against the warehouse- 
man again and collect that? 

Mr. Extis. It is not our concept that it involves the lien question 
as far as the current crop is concerned, or the subsequent crop. It 
‘was our concept, and I believe I am right on this, that the marketing 
‘ecard would be the device used for establishing the amount of the 
penalty to be collected. 

' Mr. Apsrrr. In other words, your idea is that the market card 
would show that there was a lien on that crop? 

Mr. Jonnson. It could be stamped in the same manner that it is 
now. 

Mr. Assirr. That would be notice to the warehouseman? 

Mr. Jounson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Assirr. Suppose as has been done that the lien was not 
stamped on the market card and the subsequent crop was brought 
there and sold to the warehouseman? 
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Mr. Exiis. We have not operated on that basis up to now. 
Mr. Warts. If you will let me interrupt, the warehouseman never 
owns the tobacco. All he does is act as a selling agent. If you go 
back on anybody, you have to go back to the person who brought it. 

Mr. Assitt. Well, what is his liability? 

Mr. Jenninos. I do not think you could go against either of them, 
if the process had not been served on them. 

Mr. Assirt. It says here you have a lien on them. If you have a 
lien, you can go. 

Mr Jenninos. But if the process has not been served on either 
the buyer or the processor, you could not. 

Mr. Assirt. If you have a lien on it, you do not have to give 
notice. 

Mr. Warts. Under the law, builders liens or most any kind of 
liens, if I have a lien on your property and I do not record it, and 
Mr. Jennings comes along and buys it, he is protected. 
okey Assitt. Where would you record it, though, in the ASC 

ce? 

Mr. Jenninos. It would be up to the Government to record it. 

Mr. Assitr. Where would you record it? 

Mr. JENNINGS. You would have to record it in the clerk’s office. 

Mr. Assirt. If you record it in the clerk’s office, you would have 
it on the card, then. 

Mr. JenninGs. That would be a method of showing it. You 
would not have to, though. 

Mr. Warts. What is wrong with the method you have been using? 
Have you been missing some money? 

Mr. Eturs. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Warts. In what way? 

Mr. Exuis. They have been able, by one device or another, to evade 
payment of penalty. You go to court and you get a judgment for 
$100 or $150 or $300 or what have you. We have a great deal of 
money on the books representing unpaid penalties, where the producer 
is judgment-proof, and yet he continues to grow tobacco. 

Mr. Warts. Could you not attach his crop next year? 

Mr. Exuts. He is judgment-proof under the homestead laws. 

Mr. Jennincs. Tobacco would not come under the homestead law, 
his subsequent crop of tobacco could be levied on that. 

Mr. Warts. What State is that in? It is not Kentucky. 

Mr. Exuis. I am over my head on this, but we have a great many 
indebtednesses on the so-called debt register that we have had no 
effective way to collect, small ones generally, but this would help 
collect them in the future. 

Mr. Warts. You would have a recourse in Kentucky to file a lien; 
I?mean have an execution issued or an attachment on his portion of 
the crop of tobacco. 

Mr. Exuts. Then you run into the problem of getting that infor- 
mation passed on to all possible buyers of tobacco and enforcing it. 

Mr. Assirt. In that way, they would have to levy on it. Under 
this, you just notify the warehouse. 

Mr. Extis. We have gone all the way in the manner you speak of, 
but it is a very difficult process. 

Mr. Assit. The effect of this is that you do not have to get 
judgment, you do not have to get a levy on his tobacco, you do not 
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have to follow it to the warehouse. All you have to do is tell the 
warehouseman “‘X owes us so many dollars, and we want you to take 
it out.”” I wanted to know if you could hold the warehouseman for 
not taking it out or if you could hold the buyer for not deducting. If 
you mean what you say, if you automatically have a lien on a crop, 
of course, they are liable, We all know that under most of the State 
laws, they have to put the lien in the record. But here you do not 
have to put the lien in the record. The law itself gives you that right. 

Mr. Exuis. I would answer that about this way. If the Depart- 
ment slipped and failed to stamp it on the marketing card, we will 
have recourse to follow so you would not have much need to go this 
rather difficult course of holding an innocent buyer when you have a 
remedy available to you the following year as long as that man had 
an allotment. So I do not think that we would ever be faced with a 
real problem of deciding whether we should enforce this lien or not 
against a buyer, since we would have the recourse against the allotment 
in the future years. 

Mr. Assirr. And when you say here in (d): 

Until the amount of penalty ae by this section is paid, a lien on the crops 
of tobacco with respect to which such penalty is incurred, and on any subsequent 
crop of tobacco subject to marketing quotas in which the person liable for payment 
of the penalty has an interest shall be in effect in favor of the United States. 

I assume that would be just a lien on his interest. You could put a 
lien on the whole crop, could you? 

Mr. Warts. For instance, this fellow might be a landlord this year, 
and he slips some tobacco by, and the next year he has a brand new 
batch of tenants. Under this language, if they decided to do it, they 
could take the landlord’s crops and the tenant’s, too. 

If there is one fellow violating the law, under this they could take 
them both. Another thing is it might be that there could be some 
language written in here. 

e you @ counsel? 

Mr. Moser. No, sir. 

Mr. Warts. The language should be to take section (d) and write 
the language in there so as to excuse the warehouseman and com- 
panies in the future, and also to provide that lien shall only be against 
the offending person and not against some mnocent people. Would 
you have any objection if it was written that way? Would it inter- 
fere with your enforcement in any way? 

Mr. Eis. Do we have to answer that today? Can we work with 
you on such language at a later date? 

Mr. Warts. That would be all right. You can see what I am driv- 
ing at. You do not want to penalize an innocent person. 

r. Assitt. In other words, a tenant might work for me today, 
and he and I would hold the tobacco. The next year he may work for 
Paul. Are you going to take Paul’s whole crop or just the tenant’s 
interest in it? 

Another thing that comes up in our section is a lot of advancement 
made to tenants by landlords on the crops. Iam not sure this would 
protect Paul. Does it protect Paul in his advancements to the 
tenants? 

Mr. Euuis. It has been our experience on that that the landlord 
lien, the furnishing type lien, takes precedence, as a practical matter. 
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Mr. Warts. It did under the old law. But you are not going to 
get any overproduction by tenants unless the landlord is in on it, 
are you? I would not worry about that in the future. 

Mr. Assitr. The next year when Paul advanced his tenant for 
certain crops he may owe for having worked for you. 

Mr. Warts. I see. 

Mr. Apsirr. What I believe we ought to do is sort of work over 
this thing a little bit and get back and introduce a clean bill, including 
the amendments. 

. . Exuis. And the committee would report out and pass the clean 
ill? 

Mr. JENNINGS. What was that? 

Mr. Assitrr. What I was saying is that I believe the thing to do is 
to introduce a bill with these amendments in it and have a clean bill 
so there would not have to be amendments presented then. 
sale” Exurs. Do you mean have the committee report out a clean 

Mr. Warts. Introduce a clean bill, as soon as you have the language 
worked out, so that where an innocent party gets the tobacco, you 
would not go against them where they did not contribute to the 
dereliction. 

Mr. Exuis. Item (c) and item (d) are not included in the bill now. 
What you are speaking of is including or enlarging the scope of the 
bill to include these two, plus some additional language dealing with 
that problem. 

Mr. Assirr. As I understand, the Department recommends that 
(c) and (d) be included with the bill H. R. 699. 

Mr. Exuis. Yes. 

Mr. Assirr. My thought is that if and when we agree on the 
amendments, we introduce a clean bill so that it will come out as a 
clean bill and just have the amendments included in the original bill. 

It seems to me that we might see if the bill as introduced agrees 
with all the people here. 

Pat, if we include these amendments, do you have any objection 
to our including them in a clean bill? 

Mr. Jennineos. I have no objection. 

Mr. Jounson. And that would be held up until we get something 
to protect these other people. 

Mr. Warts. I think that would be all right, would it not? 

Mr. Jenninas. Section (d) needs clarifying a little as to the pro- 
portion of the interest of the crop that the lien is secured against. 

Mr. Jonnson. Do you want it on the person that violated the year 
before and not any innocent persons that he might have been dealing 
with later? 

Mr. Warts. We do not want you to go after some person who 
innocently bought the tobacco. 

Mr. Jounson. Is section (c) all right? 

Mr. Warts. I think so. 

Mr. Jounson. It is just section (d). 

Mr. Assirtt. I see no objection at all to (c), do you? 

Mr. Warts. No. 

You can go after anybody that violated the law, but I do not want 
you to go after some innocent person. 

Mr. Assirr. I see the word “peanut” in this bill. 
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Mr. Exuts. There, again, when the original quota law was written, 
the act of 1938, they had certain language relating to those commod- 
ities where the quota was on an acreage basis, for the commodities 
enumerated, peanuts being one of them, peanuts, corn, wheat, cotton. 
Tobacco was on a poundage basis only, so references to tobacco as 
related to the question of measurement and so forth were omitted. 

Mr. Axssirr. In other words, there was a question of whether you 
could measure them or not? 

Mr. Exuts. Well, some of the specific language; yes. 

Mr. Warts. Read that section 2 of section 374. 

Mr. Exuis. All right, sir. 

The present language reads, under heading measurement of farms 
and report of penalties, subsection A, as it was enacted: 

The Secretary shall provide through the county and local committees for meas- 
uring farms on which corn, wheat, cotton, peanuts or rice is produced, and for 
ascertaining whether the acreage planted for any year of such commodity is in 
excess of such farm allotment for the farm of this type. 

At that time, tobacco was strictly poundage, so tobacco was not 
included. 

Mr. Azsrrr. And what you do is put the word “tobacco” before 
the word “‘rice.”’ 

Mr. Etuts. Yes, sir. That is just a matter of locating it. 

Mr. Assirr. How about right after “‘corn’’? 

Mr. Jenninos. If it suits the desire of the chairman, I will agree. 

Mr. Exuis. It says “corn, wheat, cotton, peanuts, or rice.” 

Mr. Axssirr. In front of the word ‘‘wheat,” we will put the word 
“tobacco.” 

Mr. Jenninos. Let me ask this question: What is the difference in 
section (d) as it pertains to tobacco, and as it would pertain to the 
other commodities just discussed under the section 306 of the Soil 
Bank Act? 

Mr. Extts. Well, section (d), as I understand it, proposed subsec- 
tion (d), is identical with the language that was enacted last year for 
peanuts only. 

Mr. Jenninos. That is my question. 

And we better go back and change that, also, relating to peanuts, 
or are they in a precarious position now if they overplant? The same 
situation should exist with the tenant and his relationship, and also 
his relationship to the market. 

Mr. Exurs. Mr. Chairman, if I might suggest, one of the reasons I 
thought the suggestion that that be worked on separately was so good 
was because I think the experience obtained in operating this on the 
peanut quota program for the last year should be studied, and the 
problems that may or may not have arisen, and they should be taken 
into consideration by your committee in deciding whether modifica- 
tion in this language is desirable or whether a record in the form of 
your report is desirable. 

We are honestly not prepared to discuss that adequately this 
morning. That is why I want to let it ride a little while. 

Mr. Assit. AsI understood it, the shellers were very much alarmed 
about section (d) in the Soil Bank Act. It was put in there, as I 
understood it, in conference, or over in the other body. It did not 
come over in our section. We had similar bills to this. They raised 
serious objections about the wording of it and how badly they might be 
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treated without proper notice and all of that. That is how I happened 
to think about it at this time. 

As I understood it, some of this language was put in in conference. 

Mr. JENNINGS. I agree with you, but I think we should clear it up. 
I think the Department’s statement is right: that they should study 
section (d) and reflect upon the experiences that they have had in 
administering the peanut program to see what it is going to do in 
— But, if it needs changing in one, I think it needs changing 
in all. 

Mr. Assirr. This is just in the tobacco bill. You could not 
provide for the Soil Act in this bill. 

Mr. Jenninos. No. 

Mr. Warts. Certainly there could be nothing wrong with the 
theory of not penalizing someone who did not have any part in it. 

Mr. Jenninos. No, but I think there is a question that you might 
make that in the report. 

Mr. Assirr. You would have to do that in the Soil Bank Act, as 
I understand it, concerning that part relating to peanuts. 

I would like to ask unanimous consent to include in the record the 
report from the Department dated April 12, 1957, on the bill H. R. 
699, together with the suggested amendments. 

(Document referred to follows:) 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D. C., April 12, 1957. 
Hon. Haroip D. Coo.ery, 
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture, 
House of Representatives. 


Dear ConGrREssMAN Coo.ey: This is in reply to your request of February 8, 
1957, for a report on H. R. 699, a bill to amend section 314 and section 374 of the 
Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended. 

The Department recommends that the bill be passed. 

Section 1 of the bill makes the marketing quota program for tobacco apply on 
a “harvested” basis. Under present legislation, a farmer is permitted to harvest 
an acreage in excess of the farm allotment and some months later elect to dispose 
of the excess tobacco to avoid the payment of penalty. The practice of destroying 
excess tobacco from the barn has resulted in some abuse. Section 2 of the bill 
provides specific authority to measure tobacco acreages. When the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1938 was enacted, tobacco marketing quotas were operated on 
& poundage basis and it was not necessary to measure acreages. Since 1940 the 
program has operated on an acreage basis. Although the authority of the Secre- 
tary to provide for measuring tobacco has not been challenged, it is desirable that 
specific authority be provided for tobacco the same as for other commodities. 

It is recommended that the bill be amended by adding the following new 
section: 

“Section 314 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended (7 U. 8. C. 
1314), is amended by adding two new subsections as follows: 

“(c) The person liable for payment or collection of the penalty provided by 
this section shall be liable also for interest thereon at the rate of 6 per centum per 
annum from the date the penalty becomes due until the date of payment of such 

enalty. 
” “(d) Until the amount of the penalty provided by this section is paid, a lien 
on the crop of tobacco with respect to which such penalty is incurred, and on any 
subsequent crop of tobacco subject to marketing quotas in which the person liable 
a payment of the penalty has an interest shall be in effect in favor of the United 
tates.”’ 

The proposed amendment is similar to an amendment relating to peanuts which 
was included in section 306 of the Soil Bank Act. Little difficulty is encountered 
in collecting tobacco marketing quota penalties as a general rule. However, there 
are instances wherein the payment of penalty is avoided. A considerable portion 
of these instances involve persons against whom a judgment would be uncollectible. 
The addition of interest and taking a lien on subsequent crops of tobacco would 
facilitate the collection of penalties on the marketing of excess tobacco. 
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The enactment of this proposed legislation will have no significant effect on the 
expenditure of funds in the administration of the marketing-quota and price- 
support programs for tobacco, or in the use of CCC capital funds. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission 


of this report. 
Sincerely yours, 


E. T. Benson, Secretary. 

Mr. Azssirr. When do you suggest we come back? 

Mr. Exuis. The middle of next week. 

Mr. Assitr. How about Wednesday morning? 

Mr. Exuxis. Or we can make it Tuesday. 

Mr. Assirr. Tuesday would be fine. That will be July 2. 

Very well, we will recess now and reconvene next Tuesday morning 
at 10 a. m. 

(Whereupon, at 10:30 a. m., the committee recessed, to reconvene 
at 10 a. m. Tuesday, July 2, 1957.) 











